Record Office; the contents of the manuscript were first identified as Davies's work in 2000 by Steven May, and Krueger moved forward to straighten out the sequence and authority of these early editions, and firmly dated their publication to the mid-to late-1590s, and certainly no earlier than 1595. 5 The two volumes were given the sigla E1 and E2 in Krueger's edition, and subsequently their distinction one from another was confirmed and (counter-intuitively) sequenced as STC 6350.5
and 6350 in the revised Short Title Catalogue. These poems, Simpson wrote, were 'an earlier draft' of the printed sequence, and both something more and less also:
There are trivial variants in the manuscript text, none worth recording. But there are eight epigrams, which were not printed and which Davies evidently suppressed on revision. They have slight literary value and add nothing to his fame. The manuscript date of 1594 must be incorrect in view of the fact that they are the earlier copies. 6 The brisk hauteur of this might well strike us today in the confidence of its allied critical and 13 But more than that, as I want to suggest, Krueger established a framework and an approach through which the latest new Herriard Davies manuscript, HRO 44M69/M4/4, can be described and understood.
II 6
The Herriard manuscript has never formally been foliated, but must have first been constructed as a paper booklet of six bifolia, all taken from a single common paper stock and then nested together to form a 12-leaf gathering (1 12 ). Its leaves measure c.202x143mm, though all have suffered some minimal damage or curling at their vertical outer edges. The chainlines in this paper run horizontally in the gathering, and their common watermark appears in the gutter. To the extent that the watermark can be pieced together in its different occurrences, it is a pot, bearing either the letters BO or BD; papers of this kind are very common, but to judge from the Gravell Watermark Archive less commonly used even very early in the seventeenth century than in the later sixteenth, to which years they are most commonly datable. 14 The physical evidence of paper use in the manuscript supports a likely dating to the mid-1590s that makes good sense of its contents.
In the single gathering that first constituted the paper book, each nested bifolium was conjugate, one inside another, so that the outer leaves were conjugate (1.12), a pattern that continued inwards to the central leaves (6.7); the gathering was stab-stitched through that central conjugate fold, between folios 6 and 7, stitching that still holds the manuscript together today. 15 Below these ten lines of verse is a name, 'Iohn', in a fainter ink and a very cursive secretary hand, which is hard to associate with either of Scribe B's scripts on the page, or any of the other hands in the manuscript, and to which, accordingly, I will not assign a scribal identity.
Lines 7-10 in this transcript of the pen trial offer a new -if compressed, and re-or mislineatedaccount of a poem that May and Ringler record elsewhere as EV 370 in two manuscripts, the first of which they date to 1585 (Edinburgh, Laing III.467) and the second of which they date to c.1590 (Bodleian, Rawl. poet. 85). 16 Like the lines that precede it, this poem mixes the language of devotional sentiment with a punning literariness, perhaps conventional in the hart/heart/be hinde wordplay of lines 7-10, but which is more striking in lines 1-4, which seem to be unique to In what follows, I offer a semi-diplomatic transcription of the poem, and a collation of its verbal variants only against the single manuscript and two substantive sixteenth-century printed texts The apparent disruptions to the sequence of poems in the Herriard manuscript may well be related to apparent disruptions within the texts of the poems themselves, for it is evident that some of the poems present in the manuscript are marked by omissions. The final line of There are nonetheless biographical reasons for thinking that Richard Paulet might have had good reason to be interested in Davies, and rather better reasons than those we might attribute to the much younger Sir Thomas Jervoise (1587-1654), Paulet's ward and subsequently son-in-law. 22 Jervoise's father, Thomas Jervys, was a member of the Middle Temple, but died on 27 December 1587, when his son was less than a year old. 23 Orphaned in infancy, Sir Thomas Jervoise was educated privately in Hampshire by James Sambourne, a puritan divine, through whom (his biographers suggest) may have begun his association with the Paulet family, formalised in 1601, when, after a suit in the Court of Wards, his wardship was transferred to Sir Richard Paulet away from his stepfather, George Wrottesley. 24 Firmly discounted by mortality on the one hand and by age on the other, neither Jervys nor Jervoise seems very likely to be associated in its first contexts with a manuscript containing poems whose newness in manuscript, if not whose notoriety, were very much of the metropolitan mid-1590s. But the presence of a manuscript first associated with Sir Richard Paulet in the papers of the Jervoise family does make sense, for when Paulet's wife and daughter died very shortly after his own death in July 1614, his whole estate, evidently including his archive, passed to Sir Thomas, with whose family's papers eventually it was deposited at HRO. Even if a match for the hand were found, the identification of individual early modern hands with identifiable early modern individuals often proves so difficult that even the most detailed palaeographical investigations, as Steven W. May has argued, may aspire only to 'a high degree of probability'. 40 Material differences of pen, ink and paper, as well as differences across time, and often in the nature of the document being transcribed can all, singly and together, contribute to 
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